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Abstract 
The main aim of this paper is to examine the use of the language policy in higher education in a multi-ethnic and a multilingual
country such as Republic of Macedonia. The change in use of official languages has turned a new page not only for Albanians, 
but also for all other ethnic minorities in the country. The new law for using a minority language in higher education has gained
importance in social and political aspects. Language planning policy covers two main periods that is before and after the Ohrid
Framework. This research study gives a special emphasis on the use of English as a third language among multi ethnicities at 
South East European University as the first established university open to all ethnicities of the country in which Albanian, 
Macedonian and English are the medium of instruction. Therefore, the study uses the methodology of comparing language 
objectives and learning outcomes between English Department and Language Center. The findings of the research study done on 
the use of English in higher education provide some crucial differences based on English language proficiency. It can be 
concluded that the paper gives some insight into the theory of language planning in education and provides the reader with 
significant information on the different language objectives between the English Department (ED) and the Language Center 
(LC).
© 2015 The Authors. Published by Elsevier Ltd. 
Peer-review under responsibility of Hacettepe Universitesi. 
Keywords: language policy; multilingual country; language objectives; language proficiency 
* Corresponding author. Tel.: +389-70-326-128; fax: +38944-356-001. 
E-mail address:e.agai@seeu.edu.mk 
  uthors. Published by Elsevier Ltd. This is an open access article under the CC BY-NC-ND license 
(http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/).
Peer-review under responsibility of Hacettepe Üniversitesi.
341 Emrije Agai-Lochi /  Procedia - Social and Behavioral Sciences  199 ( 2015 )  340 – 347 
1. Introduction 
1.1. Language planning policy in Macedonia 
In the last ten years, Macedonia has made a number of changes regarding ethnic minorities’ rights as 
representative members of the ‘nation state’. Wright discusses that it is essential for status planning to create a 
central language which would be recognizably distinct from the languages of other ethnic groups (2004:43). 
Furthermore, according to Wright (2004:45), “[M]aking the case that a language was separate and coherent was a 
powerful strategy in the bid for independence and sovereignty”. This view is unlikely to be true. The main argument 
against this assertion is that in the case of Macedonia, it is not merely a separate language but a separate population 
that seeks to be defined as a part of the country. As a result of this struggle, ethnic minorities in Macedonia were 
demanding change.   
The framework of these changes involved a reformation of the constitution, more Albanian representatives in the 
service sector, the decentralization of cities and most importantly a change in the education system. As many 
scholars argue ( Daskalovski, 2002, Pjaziti, 2005, Bliznakovski 2013) this was the only alternative which would 
allow a new page in the history of the country to be written. Language identification was the first problem to be 
solved. Phan Le Ha (2008: 28) suggests that a community's stability depends both on language and culture. As a 
consequence, language and culture shape and unite the nationalities in a country. This view however does not 
always hold, since Macedonia is a multilingual country with different ethnicities.  
The problem regarding the use of languages in multilingual societies is defined as a ‘set of language policy 
choices that have particular consequences and that are subject to particular normative criteria’ (Pool, 1991: 497 cited 
in Bliznakovski 2013: 22). Therefore, the notion one language, one territory, one people (Wright, 2012: 66) may 
result in conflict between the ethnic majorities and minorities in a multilingual country. According to Pajaziti (2005: 
103), “[M]acedonians and Albanians did not find common ``transitology`` language during the first transition”. 
Pajaziti is certainly correct in saying that ethnic minorities were seen as separate nations in their homeland.  
1.2.  Language policy pre-post- The Ohrid framework agreement 
With the incorporation of the Ohrid Framework Agreement (OFA), the reviewed language regime resulted in the 
official use of ethnic minority languages at the national and educational level. Based on the Constitution 1991, 
Macedonia was defined as a ‘national state of the Macedonian people’ and the ethnic minority recognition defined 
as ‘full equality as citizens and permanent co-existence with the Macedonian people is provided for Albanian, 
Turks, Serbs, Vlachs, Romanies, and other nationalities living in the Republic of Macedonia’ (Preamble of the 
Constitution of the Republic of Macedonia, 1991). Although the nation-state of Macedonia recognized officially the 
existence of ethnic minorities, this was so far only symbolic.  
As a consequence, the Macedonian Constitution had disobeyed the fact of liberal equality of ethnic minorities. 
The resistance of Albanians against the Macedonian Constitution was seen as ‘evidence of discrimination’ which 
resulted in the conflict of 2001and gave way to changes in ethnic minority rights (Daskalovski, 2002:17). Since this 
paper seeks to give some insight into language policy, the changes made in this area are highly important. According 
to Article 7 of the Macedonian Constitution, the official language was Macedonian and a minority language can gain 
acceptance only if it is spoken by a majority of citizens in a certain area. These conditions were made in accordance 
with the Law on Local-self government. This law allowed for use of minority languages, though their official use 
was required to be next to Macedonian language. The use of a minority language in local status was a positive step, 
but it still was not sufficient for Albanians with regards to the educational system.  
1.3. Language use in schools and higher education 
There is no doubt that schools play an important role in the educational system. Even more important though is 
being educated in one's mother tongue. As Skutnabb-Kangas (1981:305) points out, ‘values’, ‘norms’ and ‘ideology’ 
established by the school is a law that is accepted by all including linguistic minorities. In the same way, Wright 
(2012: 70-71) discusses the importance of schools in the creation of a community and that ‘the school system 
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promoted the national language’. Article 48 paragraph 4 of the Constitution however assured education for 
minorities in their mother tongue only in Primary and Secondary schools. It also allowed a course in the 
Macedonian language to be a core course in part of the acquisition planning. The compulsory nature of the 
Macedonian language in the minority education system guaranteed ‘school bilingualism’ as Skutnab-Kangas (1981: 
95) terms it and she states that:  
[...] the result of learning a foreign language at school by formal teaching, and it implies that the learner has not 
much opportunity, or indeed any, to use the language as a natural means of communication. The language has, so to 
speak, remained within the four walls of the school. The knowledge of the foreign language for school bilinguals is 
usually not something vital, but a desirable extra, something they enjoy or find is useful in their work or when 
coming into contact with native speakers of the language.      
The theory of ‘school bilingualism’ is not completely applicable in the framework of a minority education system 
in contrast to Skutnab-Kangas’ claim above. In the case of the Macedonian language, the ethnic minorities are 
continuously coming into contact with Macedonian speakers because they are already sharing the same community 
and there is one to one interaction in all living aspects.  
Until 1997, the minority language use was applicable only to primary and secondary attendees. Official language 
use at universities was still under state regulation. However, ethnic minorities’ constant resistance toward this fact, 
and their use of their own mother language in higher education was not fully accepted. In 1997 the government 
proposed a Law on Languages in which tuition is held at the Faculty of Pedagogy “St. Klement of Ohrid” in Skopje. 
It was for the first time as Bliznakovski (2013: 35) points out that “[T]is was the first law which allowed tuition to 
be held in a language other than Macedonian at the level of higher education in post-1991Macedonia”. Three years 
later, this law was adopted and put in the Law on Higher Education. Surprisingly, this law was applied in only one 
faculty. This denied the Albanian minority the opportunity of studying in other faculties which resulted in conflict 
between the ethnic minority and the government.     
The conflict was solved with the signing of the Ohrid Framework Agreement in 2001. This new law in higher 
education allowed the use of other languages in private universities. In their report the OECD (2004: 20) elaborates 
this change as following:  
This opened the door to SEEU which quickly and appropriately took advantage of the more open higher 
education environment. Dramatic involvement in the participation ratios resulted from the opening of multilingual 
SEEU. The University enrolled 2303 Albanian students during the first two years of operation.   
This dramatic shift might be seen as an opportunity for Albanians to study not only in the faculty of pedagogy, 
but also in other fields. Becoming specialists in other fields will improve job opportunities for ethnic Albanians in 
the administrative services of the country. The new Higher Education Law which was adopted in 2003 brought 
another essential change. The Education Credit Transfer system was presented which provides a better service in 
education. Among other things stated above, the OECD (2004: 22) reports that:  
No significant changes in the structure and governance of the educational system as a whole have been made 
since the country gained independence, although there are distinct signs of change in higher education, with the 
establishment of the SEEU, the general move to adopt the Bologna structural principles for degrees, the Minister's 
declared interest in a more unified university structure, and the legislation to establish a third state university in 
Tetovo.    
Therefore, South East European University (SEEU) has changed the view point of all nationalities living in 
Macedonia. Students with different ethnic and cultural background can have access to this multilingual institution. 
Canagarajah’ (2007: 930) claim that, “[l]inguistic diversity is at the heart of multilingual communities” is correct 
because SEEU is a place where many nationalities can study. It is also important to note that foreign students do not 
need to speak any of country's official languages because the medium of instruction is English.  This newly 
established university which seeks to reach European standards in regard to higher education is also a path toward 
Europeanization. Paving the way toward Europe has a significant correlation with English language use. As 
Bamgbose (2003: 421) has stressed that English is used in different domains but it is commonly learnt as a foreign 
language due to globalization. Teaching quality and a student centered atmosphere are the main missions of the 
institution. This newly established university has significant importance in many aspects of higher education in 
Macedonia.
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2. English at South East European University 
The university has five faculties including the Teacher Education Faculty which was renamed later on as the 
Faculty of Languages, Communications and Cultures. The university also created the Language Center which 
provides courses in English, German and French. The main features of the university plans were (OECD, 2004:36): 
- reading materials should contain at least titles in English next to other languages 
- one-third of students' written coursework should be in English 
- including English, the teaching staff should have a passive knowledge of three European languages 
- students should use English during the university activities 
As it is seen in the report, the initiatives of SEEU were placing English as the medium of instruction. The report 
also claims that “some English language competence required for all students, except those pursuing teacher training 
in French and German”. This claim calls into question the degree of competency required. In her book Seidlhofer 
(2011: 197) states that: 
Most users of English in the world are non-native speakers who use the language effectively for their purposes. 
Vast numbers of them are communicatively capable but in reference to native-speaker norms, incompetent. 
Observations of ELF interactions show that conformity to these norms is not a necessary requirement for 
communication.  
However in the framework of SEEU, this raises the question of whether English as a medium of instruction 
differs from English in the English Department. It also asks, how English is planned in the Language Center (LC) 
and how it is different from the English Department (ED), as well as, how they relate to each other.  
2.1. English in English Department 
In the program of the English Department there are four categories: Description, Career, Learning Outcomes and 
List of Courses. These provide the reader with a detailed description of the program objectives. Under Learning 
Outcomes, the main goals of the language objectives are given. There are five learning outcomes: knowledge and 
understanding, applying knowledge and understanding, making judgments, communication skills and learning skills. 
After review of these it can be concluded that the program for teachers and translators has been based on linguistic 
competence that seeks to reach the level of a native speaker. Nevertheless, it includes a communicative performance 
which is complementary to this program. In this respect Widdowson (1990:131) defines two types of course 
syllabus in language teaching ‘structural’ and ‘national/functional’. Widdowson also claims that these two 
‘perspectives’ are perceived as ‘oppositions’. Since teaching a foreign language depends on a combination of 
linguistic competence and communicative performance, Widdowson (1990: 132) points out that: 
Now it will be evident that although these two perspectives on the language subject are commonly represented as 
in opposition, they are really complementary, each compensating for the limitations of the other. We need the 
communicative orientation of one combined with the competence orientation of the other. Communicative ability 
must clearly incorporate competence of some kind and cannot just be a performance repertoire. 
This indicates that the curriculum of English Department (ED) highlights the importance of teaching objectives 
that seek to confirm the student’s language proficiency. The multilingual dimension of classrooms also gives the 
opportunity for students to rehearse their learning abilities by contextualizing them in spoken language which gives 
them the chance to use solely English among themselves. 
2.2. English in Language Center 
The Language Centre (LC) is concerned with teaching English to all faculties of the university. It also offers 
Albanian and Macedonian classes, as these are required courses in the first two semesters for all students, including 
Macedonian and Albanian students. When English classes are offered to other faculties, the main teaching objective 
is to enable student’s language proficiency from A1 to C1 in concordance with Common European Framework 
(CEF). According to the program students are offered two different types of courses, Basic Skills English (BSE) and 
English for Specific Purposes (ESP).  
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Basic Skills English is a required core course for all first year students who are enrolled in a three-year cycle 
program. The curriculum involves Academic English and courses from Level 1 to Level 4, with the number of hours 
per week depending on the student’s language proficiency. Students who have scored low grades in the placement 
test receive eight hours per week whereas those with a higher level of proficiency are required to take only two 
hours per week. There is little information on the official website regarding English for Specific Purposes. What is 
there emphasizes the importance of this course in students’ field-specific requirement. While both the English 
Department (ED) and the Language Centre (LC) present their language planning policies on the official website of 
the university, there are significant differences. The English Department gives a detailed description of the courses 
and carefully specifies the learning outcomes. The Language Centre on the other hand specifies its function in the 
university framework and gives a brief description of the English courses, but it lacks information on Basic Skills 
English (BSE) and English for Specific Purposes (ESP) with regard to the learning outcomes. Although English for 
Specific Purposes is a course that prepares students of all faculties to use English in their professional aspect, it does 
not detail how this is achieved. The only thing mentioned is the requirement that this course is attended by all 
students. All things considered, it is clear that the Language Centre (LC) enables students to use English in other 
faculties; however, this main aim is not explicitly presented.   
Concerning the question of how these two parts of the university relate to each other, it is clear that in both cases 
English is taught as a foreign language in multilingual classroom settings. It is clear that English is medium of 
instruction in classrooms, but English Department has set native speaker norms i.e. Standard English in aspect of 
language teaching. Teachers’ attitudes toward teaching English and language teaching objectives will be discussed 
in the next part.  
3. The study 
The study was conducted at South East European University in 2013. The thirty subjects (n=30) who participated 
in the study were teachers from both  English Department (ED) and Language Centre (LC). The number of teachers 
from each was equally selected. The outcome of the study confirms the significance of teachers’ intentions in 
language teaching. 
3.1. Research questions 
The research questions addressed in this paper include: 
1. Does teaching English with the aim of reaching proficiency that conforms to native speaker norms develop 
learners’ ability to communicate in English? 
2. What are teachers’ language objectives in multilingual classrooms? 
3. Do teachers’ attitudes correspond to each other with regard to language objectives in the classroom? 
4. What are the significant differences between teachers’ attitudes and language planning policy? 
3.2. Methodology 
The study was carried out with an open-ended questionnaire containing eight questions. Data gathered was 
analyzed and compared between teachers of English Department and Language Centre. 
3.3. Results and findings 
Overall results indicate that Language Center teachers are more oriented toward effective use of language in 
communication in combination with linguistic features, whereas English Department teachers mainly set their lesson 
objectives toward native speaker norms. The breakdown below will elaborate research findings in details.        
QUESTION 1: What is the language objective in your classroom? Do you think that language acquisition 
conform to mastering the grammatical features or developing communicative proficiency among your learners? 
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This would seem to indicate that teachers from the LC seek to reach communicative proficiency among their 
students and the ED teachers sought first to reach linguistic competency rather than communicative performance.  
QUESTION 2: The general setting of English as a foreign language has been based on measuring proficiency that 
conforms to NS (native speaker) norms. Do you think that there should be a reference to what learners do and how 
they communicate in English? 
These results indicate that there is a slight difference between teachers’ ideas, as the proportion of teachers that 
believe their students should develop communicative competency in English is the same. On the other hand, the 
majority of teachers from the ED agreed on the importance of native speaker norms. In contrast to the English 
Department, a reasonable number of teachers from the Language Centre noted that students’ level is a crucial point 
for their language proficiency.  
QUESTION 3: In multilingual classrooms, learners with different L1 will relate English to the language they are 
familiar with. This could result to errors. Do you think that errors can be seen as an opportunity for learners to 
develop capability for putting the new learnt language in potential use? 
Seven teachers from the LC are of the opinion that in the first stages errors should not be corrected directly 
because it might create frustration among students and decrease confidence in the use of the language. Five of them 
said that learning from mistakes is crucial due to the continuous effort needed to improve their L2 or L3. Three of 
them claimed that students should be aware of their own mistakes and try to correct them themselves.  
Eight teachers from the ED argued that some errors could remain life-long due to the different grammatical 
system of L1 and English. Four of them claimed that students whose major is in English are expected not to have 
many difficulties in using the target language. Three of them said that it depended on the subject objectives, i.e. if 
the subject objective is to improve speech then error correction is not that important.  
From these results it is clear that there are differences between teachers’ ideas. While many of the LC teachers 
think that students can learn from making mistakes, most ED teachers believe that they may remain forever.     
QUESTION 4: Teaching English as a foreign language seeks to provide an equal degree between the teaching 
input and the learning output. Thus, do you think that 'what you teach?' is actually 'what your students learn?' What 
is the case in multilingual classrooms? 
Ten of the LC teachers stated that in the short term their students learn what they are taught while five claimed 
that it was hard to measure the output in multilingual classrooms since many of the students have a different L1.  
Ten of the ED teachers also thought in the same way, claiming that it in the short term students often learnt what 
they were taught, while five of them thought that students’ learning depended on their own needs.  
QUESTION 5: What should the pedagogic implication of EFL be with respect to teaching and learning 
perspective? Does the objective of your language subject prepare learners to use English for general purposes or 
ensuring NS (native speaker) norms remain the main objective in your multilingual classroom? 
All of the teachers from the LC agreed that their work prepared their students to use English for general purposes. 
On the other hand, all of the ED teachers claimed that native speaker norms remain relevant and integral in their 
multilingual classroom. There was however one respondent who specified that the main objective was to prepare 
students to use English as a tool for general purposes.  
The results of this question are highly important because at this point teachers’ attitudes correspond to the 
language planning policy offered on the university framework. Therefore, teachers from the English Department set 
different acquisition planning for their students when compared to teachers from the Language Centre. In other 
words, the main objective for English Department teachers is reaching the Standard English ideology. The teachers 
from the Language Centre on the other hand clearly emphasized that using English for general purposes remains the 
main objective, even though this is not clearly presented on the university webpage. Another significant difference 
between the Language Center teachers and official language planning is that in the university framework they have 
oriented their language goals toward Standard English. In practice however they rely more on the communicative 
use of English.  
QUESTION 6: Do you pay more attention on 'forms' in the production of learner language or you focus on 'how' 
they try to make meanings using the language they already have? 
One LC teacher out of fifteen claimed that focusing on ‘form’ is more important, while the other fourteen focused 
on both and trying to balance the two.  
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Results from the English Department were similar to those from the Language Centre, as twelve out of fifteen 
respondents stated that they cultivated both elements as both were important and relevant for the students’ long term 
acquisition of the target language. Two respondents argued that if they were doing fluency practice focusing on 
meaning is more important.  
QUESTION 7: How do you relate the notion of 'English as Lingua Franca (ELF)' with multilingual classrooms? 
If you make use of it would you please elaborate on it by giving examples? 
Although a small number of participants have given concrete examples, it is still clear that using English in 
multilingual classrooms enhances students’ language proficiency. On the other hand claiming that ELF is part of 
ESP courses implies that students who are studying English as their major are considered as near native speakers. 
This might be the case where English is an official or second language of the country.  
QUESTION 8: Has the global use of English as Lingua Franca affected your English language teaching? If yes, 
in what way and how have you applied it in the classroom? Has it affected your teaching methods? 
Eight participants from the LC emphasized that they gained a lot of useful teaching materials by exchanging them 
through online teaching communities, as these online communities are populated by people from all over the world 
who use English as a means of communication and as a medium of instruction in their courses. Four participants 
claimed that they encouraged their students to think in English when speaking and writing in order to escape L1 
interference. Three said that they tried to adjust their teaching methods according to their students’ needs with the 
aim of enhancing autonomous learning in multilingual classrooms.  
Six participants from the ED stated that ELF has affected their teaching methods and that it has become a 
valuable tool in developing speaking skills since students feel free to express what they know even if they make 
mistakes. Five participants said that it depended on the course they were teaching without elaborating further. Four 
participants claimed that they combined their teaching methods in accordance to students’ needs and since they 
taught multilingual classrooms the influence of ELF was omnipresent.  
In conclusion, the results have shown that teachers from the English Department are in favor of Standard English 
norms being applied, while the influence of ELF cannot be eliminated. On the other hand, teachers from the 
Language Centre are in favor of orienting their students toward effective communication but again establish their 
teaching objectives with accordance to Standard English.  
3.4. Research Limitations 
One of the limitations of this study has been its relatively small number of participants. Another limitation was 
that students’ attitudes toward learning languages could be compared with teachers results and have provided an 
insight on both sides of the story. Involving teachers from other faculties who are using English as a medium of 
instruction in multilingual classroom is a third research limitation, and possible grounds for future studies. 
4. Conclusion 
In summary, ethnic minorities are fighting for their rights all over the world. Everybody deserves to be able to 
receive a good education in their mother tongue. Ethnic minorities might be fewer in number than the majority 
population, but this does not mean that they should be oppressed in the aspect of their education.  
The change in use of official languages has turned a new page not only for Albanians but also for all other ethnic 
minorities in the country. The permission for using a minority language in higher education has gained importance 
in social and political aspects. With the Ohrid Framework Agreement (OFA) ethnic minorities have been integrated 
into the country’s administrative services. In this respect, Albanians have gained access to other faculties, excepting 
the Faculty of Pedagogy which was the only one in which the medium of instruction was already Albanian. With the 
change in the Constitution on language law there has been an increase of 9 % in the enrollment of Albanians in 
higher education (OECD: 20). 
The analysis and results of the research study investigated the use of English in higher education. It is worth 
mentioning that South East European University is the first established university open to all ethnicities of the 
country in which Albanian, Macedonian and English are the medium of instruction.  As far as the teachers’ attitudes 
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are concerned, as mentioned earlier, teachers from the English Department tried to keep a balance between the 
learning outcomes established in the curriculum and enhancing students’ learning toward Standard English. On the 
other hand, according to the analysis the Language Centre lacks a specific description of learning outcomes. The 
results of the research study showed that the teachers of the Language Centre aim to prepare their students to use 
English for general purposes. Since both groups teach in multilingual classrooms, the combination of linguistics 
competence and communicative performance are complementary parts which are present in the content of their 
teaching objectives.  
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